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Response to Comment S5-4
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment S5-5
IID has not predetermined the amount of environmental mitigation that
is required to implement the Project. The IID/SDCWA Transfer
Agreement states certain contractual benchmarks which provide to
each party an option to terminate the water transfer. 

The contractual off-ramps included in the IID/SDCWA Transfer
Agreement provide an option to IID to cancel the water transfer, both
(1) prior to initial commencement of transfers, if the present value of
projected mitigation costs exceeds $15 million after completion of
environmental review, and (2) during the Project term, if the present
value of the costs of the original mitigation plus unanticipated
environmental consequences exceeds $30 million. The off-ramp
amounts were established based upon the economic terms of the
transfer transaction, including the purchase price to be paid for the
water. They represent amounts that IID determined it could afford to
pay given the transfer revenue. The off-ramp amounts are not
limitations on the mitigation that IID, as Lead Agency, may determine
is required based upon the Draft EIR/EIS, nor do they represent
estimates of mitigation costs.
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Response to Comment S5-6
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 9
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S5-7
Chemical and biological activity influencing concentrations of COCs in
the Salton Sea are complex and there remains considerable debate
regarding how these processes affect the interchange between COCs
in the water column and those sequestered in sediment and organic
material on the Sea floor. In spite of these uncertainties, it seems that
the reduced loadings of selenium, TDS, TSS, nutrients and pesticides
to the Sea under the Proposed Project would be unlikely to result in
increased concentrations of these COCs in the water column. 

In addition, the Habitat Conservation Strategy for the Salton Sea will
maintain Sea levels under the Proposed Project at elevations that are
equal to or higher than those projected in the Baseline. One of the
benefits of maintaining elevations at these levels is that the exposure
of Sea bottom sediments and organic matter to diffused oxygen under
the Proposed Project will be no greater than under the projected
Baseline. Therefore, COCs sequestered under anaerobic conditions in
sediment and organic matter under the projected Baseline are likely to
remain under the same conditions until at least 2030 under the
Proposed Project. 

With respect to TSS, nutrients and pesticides, because both the
projected Baseline and the Proposed Project reduce tailwater
discharge to IID drains, the project alternatives are expected to reduce
TSS loadings to the drainage system and to the Sea from loadings
observed historically. The Proposed Project results in the greatest
reduction in tailwater and TSS loading of any of the alternatives,
reductions that would be expected to lead to reduced nutrient and
pesticide loading. 

In addition, the mitigation strategy proposed for the Salton Sea will
introduce water to maintain Sea levels at or above Baseline
elevations. Although the sources of mitigation water may vary, they will
have lower TSS concentrations than the tailwater discharges they are
replacing. Therefore, while modeling has not been performed to 
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Response to Comment S5-7 (continued)

simulate TSS concentrations in the Salton Sea, there is no reason to believe that concentrations of TSS (or of pesticides and nutrients associated with TSS) would increase under the
Proposed Project.

For additional information, please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS: Hydrology Selenium Mitigation, Hydrology Development of the Baseline,
Biology Timing of Implementation of Biological Mitigation Measures, and Hydrology TMDLs. 
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Response to Comment S5-8
The commenter objects to the No Project Alternative because it does
not reflect the beneficial water quality changes that would result from
adoption of future controls to remediate existing impairments, such as
TMDLs. TMDLs and the other remediation measures will have impacts
that, as yet, are too undetermined to include in the Baseline. By not
having included these programs in the Baseline and in analysis of
other alternatives, we have maintained a level field for comparison of
impacts of implementation of various project alternatives versus those
projected under the Baseline. For a discussion of the treatment of
TMDLs in the EIR/EIS, see the Master Response on Hydrology -
TMDLs in Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS. The commenter also objects
to the No Project Alternative because it fails to include the impacts of a
Salton Sea restoration project. See the Master Response on
Other Relationship between the Proposed Project and Salton Sea
Restoration Project. For additional discussion of the No Project
Alternative and its relationship to the Baseline, see the Master
Response on Hydrology--Development of the Baseline. 
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Response to Comment S5-9
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment S5-10
Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 9 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S5-11
Section 3.6, Recreation, in the Draft EIR/EIS describes mitigation
measures that would offset the adverse impact of a smaller Sea in
terms of recreation infrastructure. Section 3.1, Hydrology and Water
Quality, thoroughly describes the water quality impacts of the
Proposed Project and the alternatives, including the impacts
associated with increasing salinity. Impacts to Biological Resources
are discussed in Section 3.2. The Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy is designed to provide water to the Sea to offset reductions in
inflows caused by the Project until at least 2030. See the Master
Response on Biology  Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS. This strategy will avoid
impacts to the sport fishery and delay air quality impacts resulting from
exposed Salton Sea shoreline caused by the Project. (Refer to the
Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring
and Mitigation Plan in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.)

Response to Comment S5-12
Although job gains could occur with implementation of the Salton Sea
Restoration Project and the TMDL program, such gains are too
speculative to predict quantitatively. Also, refer to Master Response on
Other  Relationship Between the Proposed Project and the Salton
Sea Restoration Project in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S5-13
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S5-14
Please refer to the responses given for Comments S5-10, S5-11, and
S5-12.

Response to Comment S5-15
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 9
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S5-16
Please refer to the Master Response for Hydrology—Selenium
Mitigation in Section 9.

Please refer to the Master Response for Hydrology—TMDLs in
Section 9 in this Final EIR/EIS.

Comment noted.

Response to Comment S5-17
The commenter objects to the two implementation scenarios included
in the Project Description and the two approaches to the Salton Sea
included in the HCP. However, he also cites the important CEQA
principles that the Project should not be segmented from related
transactions, it should not be narrowly defined so as to preclude
meaningful environmental assessment, and assessment should
commence early on in the planning stages. The Draft EIR/EIS reflects
the Lead Agencies' efforts to apply those three CEQA principles to a
complex project. Unfortunately, two implementation scenarios are
possible for the water conservation and transfer component, and we
believe they must be disclosed and evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment S5-17(continued)

The Draft EIR/EIS explains that the original Project, at the time of the NOP and NOI, consisted only of the IID/SDCWA transfer transaction. Subsequently, the QSA was negotiated
among IID, MWD, CVWD, and state and federal representatives. The overall settlement of issues reflected in the QSA would, if implemented, modify the IID/SDCWA transfer to reduce
the maximum amount to be conveyed to SDCWA and to provide for the transfer of up to 100 KAFY to CVWD and/or MWD. The QSA is subject to numerous conditions precedent, but it
is nevertheless a potential implementation scenario. We do not believe it is appropriate to defer analysis of this scenario until a later point in time. 

The HCP was also added to the Project, after the original NOP/NOI, and after consultation with the USFWS and CDFG, in order to offset impacts of the water conservation program on
biological resources within the Imperial Valley and the Salton Sea. The HCP was attached to the Draft EIR and included in the Project Description in order to provide an overall
assessment of both the impacts of the water conservation program and the voluntary biological enhancement measures which IID would undertake to reduce impacts to biological
resources. We believe the EIR/EIS represents a good faith effort to comply with CEQA's purpose and intent.
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Response to Comment S5-18
The previous Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect this concern.
This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.

Response to Comment S5-19
The comment refers to a summary contained in the Draft EIR/EIS that
briefly describes the measures contained in the HCP that address
mitigation of impacts to desert pupfish. Please see Sections 3.3.4.1
and 3.5.7 of the Draft HCP for additional detail on the measures for
mitigating impacts to desert pupfish. Also, see Section 3.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS for an evaluation of the potential impacts to biological
resources. Under the HCP, IID would construct a refugium pond
consistent with the Desert Pupfish Recovery Plan (Section 3.3.4.1)
and manage its drain channels for the benefit of pupfish, including
channels that develop as the Salton Sea recedes. The refugium pond
would be located and maintained based on requirements specified by
CDFG. As described in Section 3.5.7 of the Draft HCP, IID also could
benefit desert pupfish by managing the drain channels that extend
onto exposed seabed when the Sea recedes. IID could conduct the
management of the drains in the same manner that it manages and
maintains current pupfish drains, or it could actively influence the
channel configuration by constructing drain channels rather than
allowing the drain water to cut channels on its own. The technique
applied would be based on specific guidance provided by the HCP
Implementation Team. In addition to these measures, IID will minimize
selenium impacts on desert pupfish in its drains if studies contracted
by USFWS determine that the selenium concentrations in the drains
adversely affect pupfish. As described on page 3-125 of the Draft
HCP, IID would reduce selenium concentrations in pupfish drains by
splitting combined drain channels (drain/operational water), by
providing limited biological treatment (including discharge from
managed marsh), or by consolidating channels and blending flows.
The technique chosen would be dependent upon the magnitude of the
impact and site-specific constraints. The desert pupfish mitigation
described in the HCP is not expected to require substantial long-term
human intervention once the measures are implemented. Selenium
monitoring in the pupfish drains would continue until the effectiveness
of the measures could be demonstrated. 
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